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Abstract

Coulom b energy di�erences between m irror nucleiwith A � 70 are cal-

culated within the fram ework ofthe nuclear shellm odelusing an e�ective

Coulom b plusisovector and isotensorinteraction. Absolute binding energies

forproton-rich nucleiare predicted by adding the calculated Coulom b shifts

to experim entally m easured bindingenergiesfortheneutron-rich m irror.The

location ofthe proton drip-line isinvestigated,aswellascandidates forthe

exotic decay m ode known as di-proton em ission. Taking into account the

lifetim es ofcom peting decay m odes and lim its im posed by experim entalse-

tups,itisconcluded thatthebestcandidatesfortheobservation ofcorrelated

di-proton em ission are 45Fe,48Ni,and 63Se.
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I.IN T R O D U C T IO N

The structure ofexotic nuclei, i.e.,nucleiwith extrem e isospin values,is one ofthe

m ostexciting challenges in low-energy nuclear physics today. Detailed theoreticalstudies

ofexoticnuclei,when confronted with experim ents,willyield im portantinform ation about

the interaction between nucleons in the nucleus and the validity of our m odels for the

structureofnuclei.In addition,thestudy ofexoticnucleiisessentialto m any fundam ental

issues in physics today;in particular,the weak interaction and nuclear astrophysics. For

exam ple,itisbelieved thatm any oftheheavy elem entsin theuniverseareproduced by the

radiative capture ofneutrons(r-process)[1]orprotons(rp-process)[2]on unstable nuclei.

Thecom petition between betadecay and particlecapturetracesoutapath thatsynthesizes

the known elem ents. The detailsofthispath,and,hence,the abundance ofthe elem ents

produced,dependson thetem peratureofthesite,aswellasexplicitnuclearpropertiessuch

asbinding energies,leveldensities,spectroscopic factors,and beta-decay lifetim es.

An additionalnew featureofproton-rich nucleithatwillbeexplored in thenextfew years

isthepossibility ofa new decay m ode known asdiproton em ission.Because ofthepairing

interaction,anucleuswith an even num berofprotons(Z;N )isgenerallym oretightlybound

than a (Z � 1;N )nucleus,but,because ofthe sym m etry energy and Coulom b repulsion,

it m ay be unbound relative to the (Z � 2;N )system . The num ber ofcandidates forthe

observation ofthis decay m ode,however,is sharply lim ited by the two-proton separation

energy. Thisisin partdue to the factthat�+ em ission isa com peting decay m echanism ,

and,becauseofthelargeCoulom b energy di�erencebetween theparentand daughternuclei,

thebeta-decay lifetim esareoftheorder1-100 m s.In addition,a furtherconstrainton the

observation ofdiproton em ission can be im posed by the experim entalapparatus,since,in

m any experim ents,the parent nucleus m ust live long enough to be identi�ed. Generally

speaking,thesetwo practicalconstraintslim ittheobservablelifetim efordiproton decay to

10�8 � 10�3 s. On the otherhand,the decay rate fordiproton em ission isdeterm ined by

the probability to penetrate through the Coulom b barrier,which,in turn,isexponentially
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dependent on the two-proton separation energy. As willbe shown here,the num ber of

candidatesforwhich theobservation ofdiproton decay ispractical,islim ited to nucleiwith

two-proton separation energiesbetween 0.9 and 1.4 M eV.

Oneoftheprincipalm otivationsfortheconstruction ofradioactivebeam facilitiesisto

study the propertiesofnucleinearthe lim itsofstability. Very few nucleinearthe proton

drip-line have been identi�ed,and the heaviest and m ost proton-rich nucleus observed to

date is 49Ni[3]. Even m ore di�cult than the identi�cation ofan exotic nucleus is the

m easurem entofitsm ass,and,atpresent,predictionsregarding ther-and rp-process,m ust

rely on theoreticalestim atesfornuclearbinding energies.

Severalm ethods have been used to obtain theoreticalestim ates for absolute binding

energies. One isthe liquid-drop form ula and associated variants,such asthe m icroscopic-

m acroscopicapproach [4,5].In general,thesem odelsaredeterm ined by�ttingasetofliquid-

drop param eterswhileincluding e�ectsdueto pairing and shellcorrectionsto experim ental

data overa wide range ofnuclei,and have been found to reproduce known nuclearm asses

atthelevelofapproxim ately 800 keV (seeforexam pleRef.[5]).Although them icroscopic-

m acroscopicapproach givesa good globaldescription ofnuclearbinding energiesand isthe

m ethod ofchoice forheavy nucleiwhere detailed m icroscopic calculationsare notfeasible,

there are notable discrepanciesbetween experim entaland calculated binding energieswith

neutron num berbetween 20 and 40,asisillustrated in Fig.1 ofRef.[5].

For lighter nuclei,however,m ore accurate binding energies can be achieved using the

nuclear shellm odel,since,in m any cases,it is necessary only to com pute the Coulom b

energy di�erence between m irror nuclei[6{8]. In this paper,Coulom b energy di�erences

are com puted for m irror nucleiin the fp shellfor 46 � A � 70. By then m aking use

ofexperim entaldata forthe neutron-rich m em berstabulated in Ref.[9],absolute binding

energiesarepredicted with an estim ated accuracy atthelevelof50� 200 keV.W ith these

binding energies,two-proton separation energiesarecom puted and rough estim atesforthe

lifetim esfordiproton decay arem ade.Given thepracticalconstraintson thedecay hal
ives

m entioned above,itisfound thatthe bestcandidatesforthe experim entalobservation of
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correlated two-proton em ission are 45Fe,48Ni,and 63Se.

This paper is organized into �ve sections. In Section II,the system atics ofCoulom b

energy di�erences between analog nucleiare discussed,while in Section IIIa shell-m odel

description oftheseenergy shiftsispresented.Candidatesfortheexoticdecay m odeknown

asdi-proton em ission arepresented and analyzed in Section IV,and concluding rem arksare

collected in Section V.

II.SY ST EM AT IC S O F C O U LO M B EN ER G Y D IFFER EN C ES

IfthenuclearHam iltonian iscom posed ofonly one-and two-body parts,quitegenerally,

itm ay be separated into three com ponents. The dom inantpart,which isalso responsible

form ostofthe nuclearbinding energy,isdue to the strong interaction and isisoscalarin

nature. The other two com ponents are due to both the Coulom b interaction and charge

non-sym m etric partsofthe nucleon-nucleon interaction,and are isovectorand isotensorin

character.Iftheisovectorand isotensorcom ponentsareweak relativeto theisoscalarcom -

ponent,then thebinding energiesforthem em bersofan isospin m ultipletm ay beobtained

within thecontextoftheisobaricm assm ultipletequation (IM M E)[10{12]

B E (A;T;Tz;i)= a(A;T;i)+ b(A;T;i)Tz + c(A;T;i)T2

z; (1)

where T and Tz = (Z � N )=2 denote theisospin and itsthird com ponentforthe m em bers

ofthe isospin m ultiplet,Z,N ,and A = Z + N are the num berofprotons,neutrons,and

nucleons,respectively.Thelabeliin Eq.(1)representsallotherquantum num bersneeded

to denote the state,such asangularm om entum ,state num ber,etc. The coe�cients a,b,

and c separately depend on the isoscalar [13],isovector,and isotensor com ponents ofthe

nuclearHam iltonian,respectively.

In shell-m odelcalculations,the isoscalarpartofthe nuclearHam iltonian isusually de-

term ined em pirically by �tting to experim entalbinding energies and levels thathave had

the Coulom b energy subtracted o� in an average way (c.f.[14{16]). The predictive power
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ofthesee�ectiveHam iltoniansisindicated by therm sdeviation between experim entaldata

and calculated binding energies,and,to date,thebestem pirically determ ined Ham iltonian

isthatdue to W ildenthal[14]foruse in the 0d5=2,0d3=2,and 1s1=2 orbitals,where the rm s

deviation between theory and experim entisofthe order200 keV.Forthe m ostpart,this

interaction m aybethoughtofasindicativeofthebestaccuracy thatm aybeachieved within

thefram ework ofthenuclearshellm odel.Forotherm odelspaces,such asthefp-shell(de-

�ned by the0f7=2,0f5=2,1p3=2,and 1p1=2 orbitals),thee�ective shell-m odelHam iltonian is

lesswelldeterm ined and the deviation between theory and experim entissom ewhatlarger

and isoftheorder300 keV [16].W ith thisin m ind,wem ustconcludethatany attem ptto

com puteabsolutebinding energiesfrom �rstprinciplesin theshellm odelwould includean

uncertainty ofatleast200-300 keV in thea coe�cientofEq.(1).

From Eq.(1),the binding energy di�erence between iosbaric analogswith Tz = �T is

given by

B E (A;T;Tz = T;i)� B E (A;T;Tz = �T;i)= 2b(A;T;i)T: (2)

Therefore,them ostaccurateway to predictabsolutebinding energiesforproton-rich nuclei

whose analog hasan experim entally m easured m assisto com pute the b-coe�cientforthe

m ultiplet (or the Coulom b energy di�erence) and add 2bT to the experim entalbinding

energy,B E exp(A;T;Tz = �T;i),oftheneutron-rich analog.The overalluncertainty in the

predicted binding energy isthen oftheorder

�B E (A;T;Tz = T;i)=
q

(2�bT)2 + �(B Eexp(A;T;Tz = �T;i))2; (3)

where �b isthe uncertainty in the b-coe�cientand �B E exp(A;T;Tz = �T;i)isthe uncer-

tainty in the experim entalbinding energy. In m any cases,it is possible to estim ate the

b-coe�cientwith an uncertainty oftheorder30-40keV [17],and,therefore,itm ay bepossi-

bleto predictthebinding energiesofextrem eproton-rich nucleiatthelevelof100-200keV.

In Refs.[6{8],the procedure outlined above was used to predict the absolute binding

energiesofnucleiwith 36 � A � 55. Those three worksapproached Eq.(3)using slightly
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di�erentm ethods,butwith aboutthesam elevelofaccuracy,asisindicated by theoverall

agreem entbetween them . In Ref.[6],Eq.(3)wasevaluated using shell-m odelcalculations

for the pure 0f7=2-shellnucleiand a weak coupling approxim ation for those nucleithat

spanned both the 0d3=2 and 0f7=2 orbits. In Ref.[7],allthe Coulom b energy di�erences

were evaluated within the fram ework ofthe shellm odelusing the 0d3=2 and 0f7=2 orbits

and an em piricalisospin-nonconserving (INC)interaction [17]. Finally,in Ref.[8],Eq.(3)

was evaluated using a m ethod based on a param eterization ofthe Coulom b displacem ent

energies[18].Theoverallsuccessoftheseworks,and agreem entbetween them ,isessentially

due to their em piricalfoundations. In each,a set ofparam eters was �t to experim ental

data,and them odelswerethen extrapolated to predictthem assesofunknown nuclei.This

work isan extension ofRef.[7]in which absolutebinding energiesofproton-rich nucleiwith

46� A � 70 arepredicted by com puting theCoulom b displacem entswithin thefram ework

ofthenuclearshellm odel.

Beforecontinuing with thedetailsand theresultsoftheshell-m odelcalculations,itisin-

structivetoexam inethesystem aticbehavioroftheCoulom b displacem entenergies.Indeed,

one ofthe reasonsforthe successofthe three di�erentm ethodsisthe sm ooth behavioras

a function ofnucleon num berA exhibited by experim entalb-coe�cients.In addition,fora

given m assnum ber,theb-coe�cientsareessentially constanttowithin 100keV orso,ascan

beseen from Tables3-7in Ref.[17].Thisbehavioriseasily understood from theliquid-drop

m odel,wheretheCoulom b energy ofa sphereofradiusR = r0A
1=3 with chargeZeisgiven

by

E C =
3

5

(Ze)2

R
: (4)

TheCoulom b energy di�erencebetween analog nucleiisthen

�E C =
3

5

e2

R
[Z 2

� (A � Z)2]=
3

5

e2

R
A(Z � N ) (5)

=
3

5

e2

R
2AT =

3

5

e2

r0
A
2=3(2T); (6)

where A = Z + N and the isospin is de�ned by T = jZ � N j=2. Hence,by com paring
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Eqs.(3)and (6),itisseen thattheb-coe�cientisexpected to increaseasA 2=3.

For a com parison with experim entalb-coe�cients,we turn to the m ore sophisticated

liquid-drop param eterization ofRef.[5]. Here the form ofthe \Coulom b" energy willbe

outlined,and the Coulom b energy di�erence between analog nucleiwillbeevaluated using

the param etersde�ned in Ref.[5]. In m acroscopic m odels,the \Coulom b" contribution to

thebinding energy is[5]

E C oul= c1
Z 2

A 1=3
B 3 � c4

Z 4=3

A 1=3
+ f(kfrp)

Z 2

A
� ca(N � Z); (7)

where c1 = 3e2=5r0 and c4 = 5=4(3=2�)2=3c1. The �rsttwo term sin Eq.(7)are the direct

and exchangeCoulom b energies,thethird istheproton-form factorcorrection,and thelast

is the charge-asym m etry energy. The factor B 3 is the shape-dependent relative Coulom b

energy,which,to leading orderfora sphericalshape,isgiven by

B 3 = 1�
5

y20
+

75

8y30
�
105

8y50
; (8)

with y0 = (r0=aden)A
1=3 � 1:657A 1=3. The proton form factorf isdependenton the Ferm i

wave num berkf = (9�Z=4A)1=3(1=r0)and the proton rm sradiusrp = 0:8 fm (see Eq.(8)

ofRef.[5]),and fornucleiwith A � 50 and Z � A=2 m ay be accurately approxim ated by

f = �0:214 M eV.Using r0 = 1:16 fm and ca = 0:145 M eV from Ref.[5],the b-coe�cient

derived from theCoulom b-energy di�erencebetween analog nucleiis

bLD = [0:7448A 2=3
� 1:882+ 1:535A �1=3

� 0:7828A �1 ]M eV: (9)

Shown in Fig. 1 is a com parison between Eq. (9) (solid line) and experim ental b-

coe�cients (solid squares). The experim entaldata com prise 116 b-coe�cients,and were

taken from Tables3-7in Ref.[17]and theknown ground-stateanalogm assdi�erencestabu-

lated in Ref.[9]forA � 59.In the�gure,alltheb-coe�cientsforagiven m assnum berwere

averaged together,and errorbarre
ectsboth thestandard deviation and theexperim ental

uncertainties.Generallyspeaking,foragiven A,theb-coe�cientsareroughlyconstant,with

them ean standard deviation being 61 keV.From them icroscopicpointofview,deviations
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from constancy can be expected fortwo reasons. First,in som e casessingle-particle orbits

from di�erentm ajoroscillatorshellscom eintoplay,asin 15� A � 17,and second,nearthe

lim itsofstability,the single-particle orbitsare nearly unbound,and the Thom as-Erhm an

shift[19,20]needsto beaccounted for(seeSection III).

From Fig.1,itisevidentthatthe experim entalb-coe�cients exhibita globalA 2=3 be-

havior.On theotherhand,Eq.(9)tendstounderestim atetheb-coe�cientsforA < 40,and

therm sdeviation with thedatais138keV.W ithin thecontextofaglobalparam eterization,

a slightim provem enton Eq.(9)can be obtained by �tting to the experim entaldata,and

an rm sdeviation of102 keV isachieved with

b= [0:710A 2=3
� 0:946]M eV; (10)

which isalso represented in Fig.1 by thedashed line.Forthem ostpart,Eq.(10)leadsto

globaldescription oftheCoulom b energy di�erencesbetween analognucleiwith an accuracy

oftheorder100jZ � N jkeV.Toim proveupon this,itisnecessary toaccountforlocalnuclear

structurevia a m icroscopicm odel,which isthetopicofthenextsection.

III.SH ELL-M O D EL C A LC U LAT IO N S O F C O U LO M B EN ER G Y D IFFER EN C ES

In thissection,theprocedureforcom putingtheCoulom b energy di�erencebetween ana-

lognucleiwithin thefram eworkoftheshellm odelisoutlined.InRef.[17],em piricalisovector

and isotensor,or isospin-nonconserving (INC),Ham iltonians were determ ined for several

shell-m odelspaces by constraining them to reproduce experim entalb- and c-coe�cients.

The prim ary com ponents ofthe em piricalinteractions were the Coulom b interaction and

two-body isovectorand isotensorinteractions.In general,theem piricaltwo-body isovector

interaction wasratherweak,while the isotensorinteraction wasfound to to be consistent

with the di�erences observed in the proton-proton and proton-neutron scattering lengths.

The deviationsbetween theoreticaland experim entalband ccoe�cientswere ofthe order

of30 keV and 15 keV,respectively.
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In this work,proton-rich nucleiin the m ass range 46 � A � 70 are investigated. For

allbuttwo cases(the T = 1=2,A = 69 isodoubletand the T = 1,A = 70 isotriplet),the

binding energy ofthe neutron-rich analog hasbeen m easured and istabulated in Ref.[9].

The shell-m odelcalculations were perform ed using the shell-m odelcode OXBASH [21]in

proton-neutron form alism using the con�guration space de�ned by the 0f7=2,0f5=2,1p3=2,

and 1p1=2 orbitals(thefp shell)and theFPD6 Ham iltonian given in Ref.[16].Here,instead

ofcom puting the b-coe�cients, the \Coulom b" energy di�erences between analogs were

com puted directly by adding the INC interaction to the FPD6 Ham iltonian. Due to the

largedim ensionspresent,som etruncationson them odelspacewerefound to benecessary.

ForA � 59,allcon�gurations contained within the 0f7=2 and 1p3=2 orbits were included,

and the truncationswere based on the num berofparticlesperm itted to be excited outof

the0f7=2 and 1p3=2 orbitsinto the0f5=2 and 1p1=2 orbits.Generally,thisranged from two to

fourparticlesso thatthe totaldim ensions(with good angularm om entum )were lessthan

14,000.ForA > 60,the0f7=2 orbitwastaken to bea closed core,and the0f5=2,1p3=2,and

1p1=2 single-particle energiesofthe FPD6 interaction were m odi�ed so asto reproduce the

levels of57Niunder this assum ption. For the m ost part,it was found that the Coulom b

energy shiftswere notparticularly sensitive to the applied truncations,and in a few cases

where the e�ectsofthe truncationswere tested,di�erencesofonly a few keV were found.

Therefore,the applied m odel-space truncations are not expected to provide a signi�cant

contribution to theuncertainty in thecom puted binding energies.

TheINC interaction used hereconsistsofa Coulom b pluscharge-dependent(isotensor)

interaction,and isdescribed in detailin Ref.[17].An im portantparam eterforthisinterac-

tion istheoscillatorfrequency,�h!,sincetheCoulom b com ponentsarescaled asa function

ofA by thefactor[17]

S(A)=

"
�h!(A)

11:096

#1=2

; (11)

Generally,�h! ischosen to reproduceexperim entalrm schargeradii,and form any nucleiit

can beaccurately param eterized by
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�h!(A)= 45A �1=3
� 25A �2=3 M eV: (12)

Itisim portanttonote,however,thatforA � 45,Eq.(12)underestim ates�h! ascom pared to

valuesderived from experim entalchargeradii.Indeed,in Ref.[17]thevalueof10.222 M eV

was used for A = 53 as opposed to the value of10.208 M eV im plied by Eq.(12). In

addition,the fp-shellINC interaction wasre�tin Ref.[22],where itwasfound thatbetter

overallagreem entbetween theoreticaland experim entalCoulom b energy shiftswasobtained

using oscillatorfrequencies derived from the rm scharge radiiofHartree-Fock calculations

using theSkyrm eM � interaction.Thesevaluesof�h! aretabulated in TableI,and areused

in thepresentwork.

In Refs.[17,22],the �tted INC interactions were able to reproduce the experim ental

b-coe�cients forfp-shellnucleiwith an rm s deviation ofapproxim ately 33 keV.However,

them ostdi�cultparam etersto determ ine fortheINC interaction aretheCoulom b single-

particle energies for the 0f5=2 and 1p1=2 orbits,as there is very little experim entaldata

availablethatissensitiveto thesequantities.In Ref.[22],thesesingle-particleenergieswere

�tupon by m aking assum ptionsregarding spin assignm entsforexcited levelsin 57Cu and

59Zn. In retrospect,these levels are probably notappropriate fordeterm ining param eters

for heavier nucleibecause ofuncertainties in spin assignm ents and the fact that the lev-

els com prising the assum ed doublet at 1.040 M eV in 57Cu [23]are unbound,and strong

Thom as-Ehrm an shifts [19,20]m ay apply (see below). Also,shell-m odelcalculations for

the J� = 1=2� and 5=2� statesin 59Zn indicate thatthese levels are predom inantly 1p3
3=2

con�gurations. On the other hand,the the beta-endpoint energies for both 62Ga [9]and

66As[24]aresensitiveto the0f5=2 Coulom b single-particleenergy and wereused to help �x

thisparam eter. In regardsto the 1p1=2 single-particle energy,however,no data existsthat

willde�nitively setthisparam eter. Forthisreason,the value obtained in Ref.[22],which

also happensto reproducetheb-coe�cientsfortheassum ed 1=2 � statesin A = 57 and 59,

isused.

Two additionalconcerns that a�ect this work are: (1) whether the fp-shellalone is

10



su�cienttodescribethenucleiin question,and (2)thee�ectoftheThom as-Ehrm an shifton

theCoulom b displacem entenergiesnearthedrip line.Asa m easureoftheappropriateness

ofjustthe fp-shellforthe calculations,we exam ine the the excitation energiesofthe �rst

J = 2+ statesin N = Z,even-even nucleiin the region 60 � A � 80. Shown in Table II,

are the experim ental[25,26]excitation energiesofthe these statesin com parison with the

valuesobtained with theFPD6� interaction (FPD6m odi�ed asindicated aboveafterclosing

the0f7=2 orbit).Overall,thereisgood agreem entbetween thecalculated and experim ental

values untilA = 76,where there is a sudden drop in the excitation energy,which is an

indication ofthe onsetofcollective behaviorthatwould necessitate the inclusion oforbits

from thenextm ajorshell,such asthe0g9=2 orbit.Given theresultsin TableII,thefp-shell

issu�cientto describethenucleistudied in thiswork.

In general, Coulom b energies are com puted using harm onic oscillator, or som etim es

bound W oods-Saxon,single-particle wave functions forthe protons,with the length scale

chosen to reproduce experim entalrm s charge radii. Near the drip line,however,this ap-

proxim ation can beinadequate.Because they areloosely bound,the proton single-particle

wavefunctions are pushed outofthe nuclearinterior,and,asa consequence,the Coulom b

energy is reduced. This shift in the Coulom b energy was �rstnoted by Thom as [19]and

Ehrm an [20]in theA = 13system ,and ism ostim portantforlightnucleiwheretheCoulom b

barrier,which actsto con�ne the wave function in the nuclearinterior,issm aller,and for

orbitswith littleornocentrifugalbarrier,eg.,thes1=2 orbitals.Thise�ectiswellillustrated

by the single-particle states in A = 17,where the Coulom b displacem ent energy ofthe

J� = 5=2+ (the 0d5=2 orbit)ground state is3.543 M eV,while the shiftforthe J� = 1=2+

state,which is a 1s1=2 single-particle state that is bound by only 107 keV,is 3.168 M eV.

Thein
uenceofthecentrifugalbarrierisalso apparentin thesenuclei,astheCoulom b shift

fortheJ� = 3=2 state(the0d3=2 spin-orbitpartneroftheground state),which isunbound

by 4.5 M eV,is 3.561 M eV.On theoreticalgrounds,there are also self-consistent calcula-

tions[27]thatsuggestthatThom as-Ehrm an shiftsfornucleinearthe drip line m ay be as

largeafew hundred keV.Becauseoftheem piricalnatureoftheINC interaction,however,it
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isnotclearhow m uch oftheThom as-Ehrm an e�ecthasbeen absorbed into theinteraction

by �t.In addition,fornucleinearthedrip-line,theestim ate ofthetheoreticaluncertainty

isofthe orderofa 100-250 keV,and the e�ectsofthe Thom as-Ehrm an shiftarelikely to

liewithin thequoted uncertaintiesfortheabsolutebinding energy.

The param eters forthe INC interaction used in thiswork are: �(0f7=2)= 7:487 M eV,

�(1p3=2)= 7:312 M eV,�(0f5=2)= 7:337 M eV,�(1p1=2)= 7:240 M eV,SC = 1:006,S
(1)

0 = 0:0,

and S
(2)

0 = �4:2� 10�2 .Lastly,because ofthedi�cultiesassociated with determ ining the

0f5=2 and 1p3=2 single-particle energies,theuncertaintiesin thetheoreticalestim atesofthe

b-coe�cientsfornucleiwith A > 60 areincreased from 33 keV to 45 keV.

Shown in TableIIIaretheresultsobtained forproton-rich nucleiwhosebinding energies

are unknown in the m ass region 46 � A � 69. The table lists the experim entalbinding

energy oftheneutron-rich analog,thepredicted binding energy,one-and two-proton sepa-

ration energies,aswellasthe Q-value forelectron capture (Q E C ). The ground-state spins

weretaken from Ref.[25]and arealso listed in thetable.W hereveravailable,experim ental

binding energies tabulated in Ref.[9]were used in conjunction with theoreticalvalues to

com puteQ E C and theseparation energies.

In addition to thenucleilisted in TableIII,predictionsforthe\Coulom b" energy di�er-

encesforthe the T = 1=2,A = 69 isodoubletand the T = 1,A = 70 isotriplet,forwhich

the binding energy ofthe neutron-rich m em berhasnotyetbeen m easured experim entally,

are given in Table IV. The theoreticaluncertainties forA = 70 include an uncertainty of

20 keV in theccoe�cientofEq.(1).

Shown in Fig.2,isa com parison ofthe binding energiesreported here with those from

three other theoreticalstudies. This com parison is illustrated by the di�erence �B E =

B E (thiswork)� B E (otherwork),whichisplottedinthe�gureasafunctionofm assnum ber,

with the ordering the sam e asin Table III. The errorbarsplotted at�B E = 0 represent

thetheoreticaluncertainty ofthebinding energieslisted in TableIII.Theopen circlesshow

the com parison with the previousshell-m odelcalculationsofOrm and in Ref.[7](A � 48),

the open trianglesthe com parison with the binding energies ofCole in Ref.[8](A � 52),
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while the solid squares represent the com parison with the binding energies obtained from

theuni�ed m acroscopic-m icroscopic m odelofM �ollerand Nix [5](46� A � 70).W hilethe

resultsofRefs.[7,8]arein agreem entwith thosereported here,thoseofM �ollerand Nix are

in severe disagreem entforsom enuclei.Theorigin ofthese di�erencesistwo fold.First,in

the M �oller-Nix study,theCoulom b-energy di�erence between analog nucleiisconsiderably

sm allerthan in thiswork.Thisisillustrated in Fig.3,wheretheb-coe�cientsforthenuclei

listed in TableIII(open triangles)areplotted asa function ofA in com parison with those

derived from the M �oller-Nix m asses (solid squares). In the m ass region 52 � A � 64 the

M �oller-Nix b-coe�cientsare generally 100-200 keV sm allerthan those determ ined here. In

addition,the M �oller-Nix b-coe�cients are also in disagreem ent experim entaltrends,as is

evidenced by the 59Zn-59Cu binding energy di�erences,wheretheM �oller-Nix b-coe�cientis

9.683M eV,which is200keV sm allerthan theexperim entalvalueof9.881(40)M eV [9].The

second reason forthe large disagreem entin Fig.2 can be attributed to poorreproduction

ofthe m ass ofthe neutron-rich analog nucleus. For exam ple,the M �oller-Nix 59Cu m ass

excessis-54.8 M eV,which isin considerable disagreem entwith the experim entalvalue of

-56.3515(17)M eV tabulated in Ref.[9].

Also shown in Fig.3 is a com parison between the theoreticalb-coe�cients and the

system atic trendsexpected from theliquid-drop m odelofEq.(9)(solid line)and the�tof

Eq.(10)(dashed line). Forthe m ostpart,the shell-m odelb-coe�cients derived from the

nucleilisted in TableIIIarein good agreem entwith the�tted param eterization ofEq.(10),

although they tend tobesom ewhatsm allerthan thesystem atictrend in theregionsA < 50

and A > 66.NotethatforA < 50,thisisa continuation ofthetrend forexperim entaldata

asisobserved in Fig.1 for40� A � 50.

Asafurtherillustration ofthesystem atictrend fortheCoulom b energy shifts,weexam -

ine the hal
ivesforthe Ferm itransition between analog J� = 0+ ,T = 1 statesin N = Z,

odd-odd nucleiwith A = 62,66,and 70.Thepartialhalf-lifeforthe� decay from theparent

ground stateto theith statein daughternucleusisgiven by
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t
i
1=2 =

K

G 2
V jM o! ij

2 fo! i

; (13)

where K = 2�3(ln2)�h
7
=(m 5

ec
4)and K =G 2

V = 6170� 4 s[28]. The statisticalrate function,

fo! i,dependson thebetaend-pointenergyand hereitisevaluated usingEq.(10)ofRef.[7].

ForapureFerm itransitionbetween T = 1analogstates,thetransitionm atrixelem entM o! i

isgiven by
q

2(1� �C ),where �C isa sm allcorrection due to isospin-sym m etry breaking.

Recentcalculations[22]indicatethatforthesenuclei�C isexpected tobeoftheorder1-2% ,

and forthepurposeofcom paringwith experim entaldata,willbetaken tobeequalto1.5% .

In general,Gam ow-Tellertransitionsto excited statesm ay also takeplace,and would tend

todecreasethetotalbeta-decay hal
ife.However,notonlyarethem atrixelem entsforthese

transitionsm uch sm allerthan fortheFerm itransition,butsincethey occurto statesin the

daughter nucleus at a higher excitation energy,the statisticalrate function is also m uch

sm aller.Hence,to agood approxim ation,thebeta decay ofthesenucleim ay betaken to be

pure Ferm i. Listed in Table V are the predicted Q-valuesforelectron capture aswellasa

com parison between the experim ental[24,29,30]and predicted beta-decay hal
ives. Given

thefactthatthestatisticalratefunction strongly dependson thebeta end-pointenergy (to

the�fth power),theexcellentagreem entbetween theexperim entaland predicted beta-decay

hal
ivesforallthreenucleiisa good indication thattheoverallsystem atic behaviorofthe

Coulom b energy di�erencesiswellreproduced here.

This section is concluded with a discussion on 65As,which is im portant from an as-

trophysicalpoint ofview. Because ofthe long beta-decay hal
ife for 64Ge,if 65As were

signi�cantly proton unbound,64Gewould then becom e a \waiting point" in the rp-process

and would inhibit the production ofheavier elem ents. If,however,the hal
ife of 65As is

dom inated by beta decay,the rp-process willproceed through 65As prim arily by proton

capture to 66Se,although photodisintegration m ay begin to play an im portantrole if65As

isproton unbound [31].

From Table III, 65As is found in this work to be unbound to proton em ission by

0.428(254) M eV,with m ost ofthe uncertainty due to the uncertainty in the binding en-
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ergy for64Ge(0.250 M eV).On theotherhand,65Ashasbeen observed experim entally [32]

with a beta-decay hal
ife of190+ 110
�70 m s. From the factthatno protonswere observed in

the stopping detector during this experim ent,it m ay be inferred that the partialhal
ife

forproton em ission issigni�cantly longer,and m ustbe greater1 s. The partialhal
ife for

proton em ission m ay beestim ated usingtheW KB approxim ation,which isoutlined in som e

detailin thenextsection [seeEq.(14)],and,in particularforproton em ission,in Ref.[33].

A shell-m odelcalculation within the fp-shellassum ing a closed 0f7=2 orbitand the FPD6�

interaction yields 0.13 for the spectroscopic factor �2. Using the potentialparam eters of

Ref.[33],a partialhal
ife forproton em ission longerthan 1 srequiresthe one-proton sep-

aration energy to be greaterthan -0.23 M eV,which isin agreem ent with the value given

in Table III. Because ofthe extrem e sensitivity on the separation energy,however,itm ay

neverbepossible to givea reasonableprediction forthepartialhal
ifeforproton em ission

withoutexplicitly m easuring the m assesforboth 64Ge and 65As. W ith the presentuncer-

tainty of0.254M eV,arangeof16ordersofm agnitudeisfound forthehal
ife,i.e.,between

1:4� 10�12 to 1:6� 104 s. On the otherhand,supposing thatthe binding energy of64Ge

could be m easured to within a few keV,a theoreticaluncertainty of� 50 keV rem ainsfor

65As,which fora separation energy of-0.2 M eV,leadsto a range ofnearly fourordersof

m agnitudein theproton partialhal
ife.

IV .ID EN T IFIC AT IO N O F C A N D ID AT ES FO R D I-P R O T O N EM ISSIO N

In thissection,thepartialhalf-livesfordi-proton em ission areexam ined,with theinten-

tion ofidentifying candidatesam enableto experim entaldetection whiletaking into account

theoreticaluncertainties. As was m entioned in the introduction,the range ofobservable

lifetim esfordi-proton em ission islim ited by com peting decay m echanism sand experim en-

talsetups.In general,allcandidatesfordi-proton em ission havelarge�-endpoints,and,as

a consequence,the �-decay hal
ivesare expected to be ofthe order1-100 m s[7]. Also,in

severalexperim ents,such asin Ref.[3],theinitialnucleusm ustlivelong enough to beiden-
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ti�ed.In thiscase,thelim iting tim eisdeterm ined by thetim e-of-
ightin theexperim ental

apparatus.In general,thesetwoconditionsim poseapracticallim iton theobservablehal
ife

fordi-proton em ission to bein therange10�8 � 10�3 s.

In Refs.[6,7],the di-proton decay hal
ives were estim ated using r-m atrix theory [34]

while taking the channelradius,R 0,to be 4 fm forallcases. In contrast,in Ref.[27]the

hal
ifefor48Ni,wasestim ated using theW entzel-Kram ers-Brillouin (W KB)approxim ation.

Becauseofuncertaintiesassociated with thechoiceofthechannelradius,theW KB approx-

im ation for the di-proton decay hal
ife willbe used here. Following Ref.[27],the W KB

expression forthepartialdecay width is

�2p = �
2
N
�h
2

4�
exp

�

�2

Z rout

rin

drk(r))

�

; (14)

where�2 isthespectroscopicfactorfor�ndingthedi-proton in thecorrelated L = 0state,�

isthereduced m ass,rin and routaretheclassicalinnerand outerturningpoints,respectively,

thenorm alization factorN isdeterm ined by

N

Z rin

0

dr
1

k(r)
cos2

�Z r

0

dr
0
k(r0)�

�

4

�

= 1; (15)

and k(r)isthewavenum bergiven by

k(r)=

s

2�

�h
2

m �(r)

m
jQ 2p � V2p(r)j: (16)

In Eq.(16),the asym ptotic energy ofthe di-proton is Q 2p = �S2p,V2p(r) is the average

di-proton potential,and m �(r)=m is the proton e�ective m ass. As in Ref.[27],V2p(r) is

approxim ated by 2Vp(r),where Vp(r) is the self-consistent proton potentialfor the (Z �

2;N )nucleusobtained from aHartree-FockoraHartree-Fock-Bogoliubovcalculation.Here,

the hal
ives were com puted using Hartree-Fock potentials using a Skyrm e-type two-body

interaction. It was found that the various Skyrm e interactions give hal
ives that are in

agreem entto within a factoroftwo,and the resultsreported here were obtained using the

Skyrm e M � interaction. In addition,the hal
ives com puted using Eq.(14)were found to

be approxim ately an order ofm agnitude shorter than those obtained using the r-m atrix

16



representation with R 0 = 4 fm (as was used in Refs.[6,7]). On the other hand,ifthe

channelradiusischosen to be equalto the classicalinnerturning point,rin,the r-m atrix

approach yieldshal
ivesthatarewithin a factoroftwo oftheW KB m ethod.

The spectroscopic factor,�,can be evaluated within the fram ework ofthe shellm odel.

Fordi-proton em ission the spectroscopic factorcan be estim ated using the cluster-overlap

approxim ation [35],nam ely

�
2 = G

2[A=(A � k)]�jh	 fj cj	 iij
2
; (17)

where k,�,and G 2 areparam etersdependenton them odelspace and theem itted cluster,

and  c isa two-proton clusterwavefunction in which therelativem otion oftheparticlesis

governed by the 0S state,and isobtained by diagonalizing an SU3 conserving interaction

within theshell-m odelcon�guration space[35].

Ofallthe quantitiesin Eq.(14),the di-proton decay rate ism ostsensitive to the two-

proton separation energy S2p. Indeed,itwasillustrated in Ref.[7]thatan uncertainty of

�100 keV in a separation energy ofthe order 500 keV can lead to a range ofnearly six

ordersofm agnitude in the di-proton decay hal
ife. In contrast,the spectroscopic factors

are expected to be ofthe order0.5-0.75 [6],and shouldn’tlead to any m ore than an order

ofm agnitudedecreasein thedecay rate(increasein thehal
ife).Given thatthetheoretical

uncertaintiesin the separation energy foreach ofthe di-proton em ittersconsidered in this

work are allgreaterthan 175 keV,an accurate estim ate ofthe spectroscopic factorisnot

needed in order to obtain an order-of-m agnitude estim ate ofthe di-proton hal
ife forthe

purposeofidentifyingthebestcandidatesforexperim entalobservation.Hence,thelifetim es

reported hereareevaluated assum ing �2 = 1 with theunderstanding thatthey areprobably

too shortby a factoroftwo to four.

Listed in TableVIarethehal
ives(t1=2 = �hln2=�2p)associated with di-proton em ission

for allnucleiin Table IIIthat are predicted to be unstable to two-proton em ission while

being bound to proton em ission.Also,forthepurposeofcom parison,thehal
ivesfor 38Ti,

45Fe,and 48Nigiven in Ref.[7]arealsolisted in thetable.Given thepracticallim itationson
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thehal
ifefortheexperim entalobservation ofthisdecay m ode,thebestcandidatesare 45Fe,

48Ni,and 63Se.Ofthese three,perhapsthebestis 45Fesince itislikely thatithasalready

been identi�ed experim entally [3]. On the other hand,both 59Ge and 67Krhave hal
ives

thatarelong enough to m akethem m arginalcandidatesforexperim entalobservation.

V .C O N C LU SIO N S

In this work, Coulom b energy di�erences between m irror nucleiwith 46 � A � 70

werecom puted within thefram ework ofthenuclearshellm odelusing an e�ectiveCoulom b

plusisotensorinteraction.Absolutebinding energiesforproton-rich nucleiarepredicted by

adding the Coulom b energy di�erencesto the experim entalbinding energy oftheneutron-

rich analog.W ith thesebinding energies,proton separation energiesarecom puted,and the

location oftheproton drip-lineisdelineated.

The com puted Coulom b energy di�erences were also com pared with system atic trends

predicted by theliquid-drop m odeland a �tto experim entalb-coe�cientsassum ing a A 2=3

dependence.Itwasfound thattheshell-m odelcalculationswerein good agreem entwith the

system atictrends,exceptforA � 50 and A � 66.Asa furtherteston thesystem atictrend

ofthe shell-m odelCoulom b shifts,hal
ives for the Ferm itransitions in odd-odd,N = Z

nucleiwith A = 62,66,and 70 werecom puted and found to bein excellentagreem entwith

experim entaldata.Theshell-m odelbindingenergiespredicted herewerealsocom pared with

threepreviousworks.W hiletheresultsofOrm and [7](only forA � 48)and Cole[8](only

forA � 52)arein good agreem entwith thosereported here,thoseofM �ollerand Nix [5]are

not. Itwas found thatthe disagreem ent with the M �oller-Nix m asses isdue to di�erences

in both the Coulom b energy shiftsand the binding energy ofthe neutron-rich analog. For

the m ostpart,the data presented in Fig.1 isthe only data thatisexplicitly sensitive to

a param eterization oftheCoulom b energy.Given the im portanceofanalog sym m etry and

the overallsuccess ofthe IM M E,any globalparam eterization ofbinding energies should

include a properdescription oftheCoulom b energy di�erences.Towardsthisend,perhaps
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thebestapproach isto determ inetheparam etersofa m icroscopic-m acroscopicm odelusing

theneutron-rich binding energies,while�xingtheparam etersoftheCoulom b plusisovector

partsoastoreproducetheCoulom b energy shiftsbetween m irrornuclei.Even in thislim it,

however,ithasto benoted thatthesystem atic param eterization iscapableofreproducing

theexperim entalbcoe�cientsoftheIM M E only atthelevelofapproxim ately 100 keV.

Finally,two-proton separation energieswerealsocom puted,and hal
ivesassociated with

correlated di-proton em ission werecom puted using theW KB approxim ation.Given practi-

calconstraintson thehal
ifefortheobservation ofthisdecay m odeim posed by com petition

with beta decay and experim entalsetups,thebestcandidatesforexperim entalobservation

arepredicted to be 45Fe,48Ni,and 63Se.
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TABLES

TABLE I.Valuesof�h! used forfp-shellnuclei

A �h! (M eV) A �h! (M eV)

40 10.603 60 10.156

41 10.603 61 10.087

42 10.603 62 10.017

43 10.608 63 9.954

44 10.614 64 9.890

45 10.603 65 9.786

46 10.592 66 9.681

47 10.581 67 9.589

48 10.570 68 9.496

49 10.560 69 9.460

50 10.550 70 9.424

51 10.539 72 9.331

52 10.528 73 9.168

53 10.507 74 9.203

54 10.486 76 9.032

55 10.470 77 9.100

56 10.454 78 8.923

57 10.376 79 9.869

58 10.298 80 8.816

59 10.227
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TABLE II.Com parison between theoretical(with FPD6� and experim entalexcitation energies

(in M eV)ofthe�rstJ� = 2+ state in even-even N = Z fp-shellnuclei

A Z Expt. FPD6�

60Zn 1.004a 0.825

64G e 0.902b 0.700

68Se 0.854b 0.600

72K r 0.709b 0.707

76Sr 0.261b 0.752

80Zr 0.289b -

afrom Ref.[25]

bfrom ref.[26]
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TABLE III.Predicted binding energies,one-and two-proton separation energies(Sp and S2p,

respectively),�-decay end-pointenergies forproton rich nucleiwith 46 � A � 70. The absolute

bindingenergieswerecom puted with theoreticalCoulom b energy shiftsadded onto theexperim en-

talbinding energy forthe neutron-rich analog,also listed in thetable.

B E thy B E analog
exp Sp S2p Q E C

A Z Tz J� (M eV) A Z-analog (M eV) (M eV) (M eV) (M eV)

46M n 2 4+ 364.186(132) 46Sc 396.610(1) 0.156(146) 3.234(139) 17.007(134)

46Fe 3 0+ 350.144(198) 46Ca 398.769(2) 1.408(224) 0.328(215) 13.260(238)

47M n 3/2 5/2� 382.326(99) 47Ti 407.072(1) 0.351(101) 5.237(100) 12.020(100)

47Fe 5/2 7/2� 365.973(165) 47Sc 407.254(2) 1.787(211) 1.943(177) 15.571(192)

47Co 7/2 7/2� 348.349(231) 47Ca 406.045(2) -1.795(304) -0.387(254) {

48M n 1 4+ 397.101(66) 48V 413.904(3) 1.973(68) 6.740(66) 13.579(66)

48Fe 2 0+ 385.106(132) 48Ti 418.698(1) 2.780(165) 3.131(134) 11.213(148)

48Co 3 6+ 365.153(198) 48Sc 415.487(5) -0.820(258) 0.967(238) {

48Ni 4 0+ 348.854(264) 48Ca 415.991(4) 0.505(351) -1.290(330) 15.517(330)

49Fe 3/2 7/2� 399.802(99) 49V 425.457(1) 2.701(119) 4.674(100) 12.963(102)

49Co 5/2 7/2� 384.184(165) 49Ti 426.841(1) -0.922(211) 1.858(192) {

49Ni 7/2 7/2� 365.830(231) 49Sc 425.618(4) 0.677(304) -0.143(284) 17.572(284)

49Cu 9/2 3/2� 344.413(297) 49Ca 421.138(4) -4.441(397) -3.936(376) {

50Co 2 6+ 400.060(132) 50V 434.790(1) 0.258(165) 2.959(148) 16.585(145)

50Ni 3 0+ 385.693(198) 50Ti 437.780(1) 1.509(258) 0.587(238) 13.585(238)

50Cu 4 5+ 362.299(264) 50Sc 431.674(16) -3.531(351) -2.854(330) {

50Zn 5 0+ 340.823(330) 50Ca 427.491(9) -3.590(444) -8.031(423) {

51Co 3/2 7/2� 417.864(99) 51Cr 444.306(1) 0.164(116) 4.317(102) 12.868(100)

51Ni 5/2 7/2� 401.684(165) 51V 445.841(1) 1.624(211) 1.882(192) 15.398(192)

51Cu 7/2 3/2� 382.472(231) 51Ti 444.153(1) -3.221(304) -1.712(284) {

52Co 1 6+ 432.912(66) 52M n 450.851(2) 1.398(68) 6.283(66) 14.003(67)
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52Ni 2 0+ 420.478(132) 52Cr 456.345(1) 2.614(165) 2.778(145) 11.652(148)

52Cu 3 3+ 399.399(198) 52V 453.152(1) -2.285(258) -0.661(238) {

52Zn 4 0+ 380.321(264) 52Ti 451.961(7) -2.151(351) -5.372(330) {

53Ni 3/2 7/2� 435.558(99) 53M n 462.905(2) 2.646(119) 4.044(100) 12.956(101)

53Cu 5/2 3/2� 418.835(165) 53Cr 464.285(2) -1.643(211) 0.971(192) {

53Zn 7/2 7/2� 397.948(231) 53V 461.631(3) -1.451(304) -3.736(284) {

54Cu 2 3+ 434.906(132) 54M n 471.844(2) -0.652(165) 1.994(148) {

54Zn 3 0+ 418.605(198) 54Cr 474.004(1) -0.230(258) -1.873(238) 15.519(238)

54G a 4 3+ 393.891(264) 54V 467.744(15) -4.057(351) -5.508(330) {

55Cu 3/2 3/2� 452.997(99) 55Fe 481.057(1) -0.153(111) 3.701(101) 13.568(100)

55Zn 5/2 5/2� 435.071(165) 55M n 482.071(1) 0.165(211) -0.487(192) 17.144(192)

55G a 7/2 3/2� 414.644(231) 55Cr 480.250(1) -3.961(304) -4.191(284) {

56Cu 1 4+ 467.899(66) 56Co 486.906(1) 0.552(67) 5.166(66) 15.307(67)

56Zn 2 0+ 454.214(132) 56Fe 492.254(1) 1.217(165) 1.064(141) 12.903(148)

56G a 3 3+ 432.226(198) 56M n 489.315(1) -2.845(258) -2.680(238) {

56G e 4 0+ 412.381(264) 56Cr 488.507(10) -2.263(351) -6.224(330) {

57Zn 3/2 7/2� 469.440(99) 57Co 498.282(1) 1.541(119) 2.093(100) 14.461(100)

57G a 5/2 3/2� 451.874(165) 57Fe 499.885(1) -2.340(211) -1.123(192) {

57G e 7/2 5/2� 430.634(231) 57M n 497.992(3) -1.592(304) -4.437(284) {

58G a 2 2+ 468.039(132) 58Co 506.855(2) -1.401(165) 0.140(148) {

58G e 3 0+ 451.578(198) 58Fe 509.945(1) -0.296(258) -2.636(238) 15.679(238)

58As 4 3+ 426.697(266) 58M n 504.480(30) -3.937(352) -5.529(331) {

59G a 3/2 3/2� 486.040(99) 59Ni 515.453(1) -0.920(111) 1.357(100) {

59G e 5/2 7/2� 468.097(165) 59Co 517.308(1) 0.058(211) -1.343(192) 17.161(192)

59As 7/2 3/2� 447.648(231) 59Fe 516.526(1) -3.930(304) -4.226(284) {

60G a 1 2+ 500.080(66) 60Cu 519.933(3) 0.080(77) 2.971(66) 14.130(67)

60G e 2 0+ 487.127(132) 60Ni 526.842(1) 1.087(165) 0.167(141) 12.171(148)
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60As 3 5+ 465.094(198) 60Co 524.800(1) -3.003(258) -2.945(238) {

61G a 1/2 3/2� 515.179(48) 61Zn 525.223(16) 0.187(49) 5.307(48) 9.262(50)

61G e 3/2 3/2� 501.415(135) 61Cu 531.642(2) 1.335(150) 1.415(141) 12.982(143)

61As 5/2 3/2� 484.381(225) 61Ni 534.595(1) -2.746(261) -1.659(246) {

62G e 1 0+ 517.720(91) 62Zn 538.119(10) 2.541(102) 2.728(91) 9.664(95)

62As 2 1+ 499.816(180) 62Cu 540.529(4) -1.599(225) -0.264(192) {

62Se 3 0+ 484.239(270) 62Ni 545.259(1) -0.142(351) -2.888(301) 14.795(325)

63G e 1/2 3/2� 530.597(110) 63G a 540.930(100) 2.431(113) 5.374(111) 9.551(148)

63As 3/2 3/2� 516.321(135) 63Zn 547.232(2) -1.399(163) 1.142(143) {

63Se 5/2 3/2� 499.885(225) 63Cu 551.382(1) 0.069(288) -1.530(262) 15.654(262)

64As 1 0+ 530.315(90) 64G a 551.147(4) -0.282(142) 2.149(94) 14.853(266)

64Se 2 0+ 517.411(180) 64Zn 559.094(2) 1.090(225) -0.309(202) 12.122(201)

65As 1/2 3/2� 545.522(46) 65G e 556.010(10) -0.428(254) 4.592(110) {

65Se 3/2 3/2� 531.473(135) 65G a 563.036(2) 1.158(162) 0.876(174) 13.267(143)

65Br 5/2 1/2� 514.580(225) 65Zn 567.020(2) -2.831(288) -1.741(262) {

66Se 1 0+ 548.091(95) 66G e 569.290(30) 2.569(105) 2.141(267) 10.087(112)

66Br 2 0+ 529.780(180) 66G a 572.176(3) -1.693(225) -0.535(201) {

66K r 3 0+ 514.579(270) 66Zn 578.133(2) -0.001(351) -2.832(325) 14.419(325)

67Se 1/2 5/2� 560.882(110) 67As 571.610(100) 1.922(125) 4.872(110) {

67Br 3/2 1/2� 546.355(135) 67G e 578.398(5) -1.736(165) 0.833(143) {

67K r 5/2 1/2� 529.935(225) 67G a 583.403(2) 0.155(288) -1.538(262) 15.638(262)

68Br 1 3+ 560.365(135) 68As 581.910(100) -0.517(174) 1.405(147) {

68K r 2 0+ 547.668(180) 68G e 590.792(6) 1.313(225) -0.423(204) 11.915(225)

68Rb 3 1+ 526.980(270) 68G a 591.680(2) -2.955(351) -2.800(325) {

69Br 1/2 3/2� 575.737(54) 69Se 586.620(30) -0.663(305) 4.127(114) {

69K r 3/2 5/2� 561.477(138) 69As 594.180(30) 0.075(193) -0.442(176) 14.515(148)

70Rb 2 4+ 559.398(187) 70As 603.520(50) -1.042(232) -0.967(230) {
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TABLE IV. Predictions for the \Coulom b" energy di�erence for the T = 1=2,A = 69 and

T = 1,A = 70 nuclei.

Z A � Z �1 A J� �B E (M eV)

69Br-69Se 3=2� -10.883(45)

70K r-70Br 0+ -11.241(50)

70Br-70Se 0+ -10.801(50)

TABLE V. Com parison between experim entaland predicted beta-decay hal
ivesforodd-odd,

N = Z Ferm itransitions.Thepredicted Q E C -value isalso given.

Z A Q E C (M eV) t1=2 (m s) t
exp

1=2
(m s)

62G a 9.191(50) 115(2) 116.1(2)a

66As 9.592(50) 94(2) 95.8(2)b

70Br 10.019(50) 76(3) 79.1(8)c

a From Ref.[29].

b From Ref.[24].

c From Ref.[30].
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TABLE VI. Half-livesfordi-proton em ittercandidates. Also listed are the theoreticalpredic-

tionsfortheone-and two-proton separation energies

A Z Sp (M eV) S2p (M eV) t1=2 (s) tm in
1=2

(s) tm ax
1=2

(s)

Ref.[7]

38Ti 0.438(164) -2.432(132) 9� 10�16 4� 10�16 2� 10�15

45Fe -0.010(198) -1.279(181) 10�6 10�8 10�4

48Ni 0.502(164) -1.137(210) 3� 10�3 10�5 4

Thiswork

48Ni 0.505(351) -1.290(330) 4� 10�6 5� 10�9 0:09

49Ni 0.677(304) -0.143(284) 3� 1049 6� 1014 1

55Zn 0.165(211) -0.487(192) 5� 1014 2� 109 3� 1030

59G e 0.058(211) -1.343(192) 10�3 10�5 0:3

63Se 0.069(288) -1.530(262) 6� 10�5 3� 10�7 5� 10�2

64Se 1.090(225) -0.309(202) 5� 1032 6� 1017 4� 1079

66K r -0.001(351) -2.832(325) 3� 10�12 2� 10�13 6� 10�11

67K r 0.155(288) -1.538(262) 2� 10�3 10�5 0:2

68K r 1.313(225) -0.423(204) 3� 1024 8� 1013 5� 1049

69K r 0.075(193) -0.442(176) 2� 1023 2� 1014 1040
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FIGURES

FIG .1. Dependence ofb-coe�cients asa function ofm assnum berA. Experim entaldata are

represented by thesolid squares,whilethevaluesfrom theliquid-drop form ula and the�t[Eqs.(9)

and (10)]are represented by the solid and dashed lines,respectively.

FIG .2. Di�erence between absolute binding energies listed in Table IIIwith those ofM �oller

and Nix [5](solid squares),O rm and [7],and Cole[8](open triangles).Theerrorbarsat�B E = 0

denote thetheoreticaluncertainty ofthe binding energieslisted in Table III.

FIG .3. Dependence oftheoreticalb-coe�cients for nucleilisted in Table III(open triangles)

as a function ofm assnum berA. For com parison,the b-coe�cients derived from the uni�ed m i-

croscopic-m acroscopic m odelofM �ollerand Nix [5]are also shown (solid squares).Thesystem atic

behaviorasexpected from Eqs.(9)and (10)arerepresented by thesolid and dashed lines,respec-

tively.
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